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REMARKS 



Claims 1-34 are pending. Claims 25-31 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 101. Claims 
1, 8-14, 20, 23-26, and 32-34 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 102(e). Claims 2-7, 15-19, 29, 
and 30-31 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a). Applicant respectfully traverses the 
rejections. Claims 1, 13, 25, and 32 are hereby amended. No new matter is added. 

Claim Rejections - 35 U.S.C. §101 

Claims 25-31 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 101 as not being limited to statutory 
subject matter because the claims recited a signal encoded thereon. Without prejudice or 
disclaimer as to the nature of the subject matter disclosed in claims 25-31, Claim 25 is hereby 
amended to recite a "A computer-readable storage medium having stored thereon code and 
data ..." Accordingly, it is requested that the rejection, under 35 U.S.C. § 101, of claims 25- 
31 be reconsidered and withdrawn. 

Claim Rejections - 35 U.S.C. §1 02(e) 

Claims 1, 8-14, 20, 23-26, and 32-34 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 102(e) as being 
unpatentable over an article by Paul England, "A Trusted Open Platform, IEEE Computer 
Society, July 2003, pp 55.62) (hereinafter referred to as "England"). 

England neither discloses nor suggests "that functionality of said application is parsed 
between said first and second operating systems" as recited in amended independent claims 1, 
13, and 25. 

England teaches that secure operations of an application may be segmented via 
machine partitioning. However, Applicant has found no teaching in England that 
functionality of an application is parsed between two second operating systems. 

Because neither discloses nor suggests "that functionality of said application is parsed 
between said first and second operating systems" as recited in amended independent claims 1, 
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13, and 25, it is requested that the rejection, under 35 U.S.C. § 102, of claims 1, 8-14, 20, 23- 
26, and 32-34 be reconsidered and withdrawn. 

Claim Rejections - 35 U.S.C. §103 

Claims 2-7, 15-19, 29, and 30-31 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over England further in view of U.S. Patent Application No. 2005/0033980, in 
the name of Willman (hereinafter referred to as "Willman"). 

Combining Willman with England does not overcome the deficiencies of England 
described above. Accordingly, it is requested that the rejection, under 35 U.S.C. § 103, of 
claims 2-7, 15-19, 29, and 30-31, be reconsidered and withdrawn. 

Further, it is not understood how paragraph 0012 of Willman, cited in the instant 
Office Action to support the rejection of claims 3, 4, 15, 17, and 29, teaches the subject mater 
of claims 3,4, 15, 17, and 29. For example, Applicants do not understand how the cited 
language of paragraph 0012: "Secure output is similar. The information . . . intercept it and 
read it" teaches that "one or more indecipherable graphics are either: (1) the same size as 
each other, or (2) of sizes that are unrelated to the content of said first of said plurality of 
data" as recited in claims 3 and 15. Therefore, it is respectfully requested that Examiner 
explain how paragraph 0012 of Willman is being interpreted to support the rejection of 
claims 3, 4, 15, 17, and 29. 

With respect to the combination of England and Willman, responding to the instant 
Office Action's response to previous arguments, Applicants respectfully submit that 
recognizing the law and stating it is proper to combine the references does not substantively 
respond to the response nor create the opportunity for Applicant to understand how the 
reasoning or combination is a "Proper" combination. Examiner must provide some reasoning 
justifying the combination of England and Willman. 

Claims 21-22 and 27-28 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over England further in view of U.S. Patent 5,859,966, issued to Hayman (hereinafter 
referred to as "Hayman"). Combining Hayman with England does not overcome the 
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deficiencies of England described above. Accordingly, it is requested that the rejection, 
under 35 U.S.C. § 103, of claims 21-22 and 27-28 be reconsidered and withdrawn. 



Page 12 of 13 



DOCKET NO.: MSFT-2839/301 118.01 

Application No.: 10/693,749 

Office Action Dated: September 27, 2007 



PATENT 

REPLY FILED UNDER EXPEDITED 
PROCEDURE PURSUANT TO 
37 CFR § 1.116 



CONCLUSION 



It is requested that the forgoing arguments, remarks, and amendments be entered. In 
view of the foregoing arguments, remarks, and amendments, it is respectfully submitted that 
this application is in condition for allowance. Reconsideration of this application and an 
early Notice of Allowance are respectfully requested. In the event that the Examiner cannot 
allow this application for any reason, the Examiner is encouraged to contact the undersigned 
attorney to discuss resolution of any remaining issues. 



Woodcock Washburn LLP 
Cira Centre 

2929 Arch Street, 12th Floor 
Philadelphia, PA 19104-2891 
Telephone: (215) 568-3100 
Facsimile: (215) 568-3439 



Date: November 26, 2007 



/Joseph F. Oriti/ 

Joseph F. Oriti 
Registration No. 47,835 
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